Remarks 

In view of the above amendments and the following remarks, reconsideration of the 
rejections and further examination are requested. 

The Examiner has again refused to consider the two Chinese references listed under the 
"Foreign Patent Documents" section of the form PTO-1449 submitted with the Information 
Disclosure Statement (IDS) originally filed on January 11, 2005. In refusing to consider these 
references, the Examiner indicates that the IDS does not include a "concise explanation of the 
relevance" of the two references. However, the Examiner's attention is respectfully drawn to 
M.P.E.P. §609111. A(3) which explicitly states "[w]here the information listed [in the information 
disclosure statement] is not in the English language, but was cited in a search report or other 
action by a foreign patent office in a counterpart foreign application, the requirement for a 
concise explanation of relevance can be satisfied by submitting an English-language version of 
the search report or action which indicates the degree of relevance found by the foreign office." 
Therefore, it is clear from this section of the M.P.E.P. that an English-language version of a 
foreign office action indicating the degree of relevance satisfies the concise explanation of 
relevance requirement. 

It is noted that the two references in question were cited in a Chinese Office Action and 
both the Chinese Office Action and an English-language version of the Chinese Office Action 
were submitted to the PTO at the time of filing the IDS. Thus, the requirement for a concise 
explanation of relevance has been met for these references. Based on the submission of these 
documents, it is unclear as to why the Examiner continues to refuse to consider these references. 
However, it is respectfully requested that the Examiner now consider these references and 
forward a completely initialed copy of the form PTO-1449 originally filed on January 11, 2005. 
Enclosed herewith are copies of both the Chinese Office Action and the English-language 
version of the Chinese Office Action for the Examiner's review in case they have been 
misplaced by the PTO and this is the reason for the Examiner's failure to consider the references. 

Claims 1-10, 12-21, 23 and 24 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) as being 
anticipated by Gish (US 6,038,590). Claims 11 and 22 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§103(a) as being unpatentable over Gish in view of Abdelnur (US 6,212,640). 

Claim 1 has been amended so as to include the limitations of dependent claims 7-9, and 
claim 12 has been amended so as to include the limitations of dependent claims 18-20. Since 

8 



claims 1 and 12 have been amended so as to include limitations from claims previously 
presented, the amendments should necessarily be given due consideration by the Examiner. 

Further, claims 7-9 and 18-20 have been canceled without prejudice or disclaimer to the 
subject matter contained therein. Also, it is noted that claims 10 and 1 1 have been amended so 
as to depend from claim 1, and claims 21 and 22 have been amended so as to depend from claim 
12. 

The above-mentioned rejections are respectfully traversed and submitted to be 
inapplicable to the claims for the following reasons. 

Claim 1 is patentable over Gish, since claim 1 recites an information terminal device for 
processing instruction data describing an instruction transmitted from a server, the information 
terminal device including, in part, a determining unit for determining an application 
corresponding to the instruction data; an operation control unit for extracting, from analysis 
result data, message data for display to a user, and generating a display message by replacing at 
least part of a default message included in the application and previously set for display to the 
user with the display message represented by the message data; an execution checking unit for 
determining whether the application is to be executed based on the message data extracted by the 
operation control unit; an application executing unit for, when the execution checking unit 
determines that the application is to be executed, extracting from the analysis result data 
operation data representing an operation for the message data, and carrying out an operation 
based on the application by following the operation data, wherein a display unit displays the 
display message generated by the operation control unit for prompting the user to answer 
whether to execute the application, and when the user enters an answer as to whether to execute 
the application based on the display message displayed on the display unit, the execution 
checking unit determines whether the application is to be executed. Gish fails to disclose or 
suggest the execution checking unit of claim 1 . 

Gish discloses a computing system that includes a client (front end) program and server 
(back end) program that are coupled via a network. Upon application start-up, the client 
program executes a start-up program that collects information about the client and sends the 
information to the server. This information can include a user name, password and application 
name. Upon receiving the information, the server executes an authentication program to 

authenticate the client. If the client is authenticated, the server then invokes an application (app) 
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manager based on the application name. The app manager handles application definitions 
installed on the server. The app manager selects the appropriate back end program stored on the 
server and initiates processing of the back end program on the server. The app manager also 
selects the application front end program associated with the back end program, which is also 
stored on the server, and downloads the front end program to the client to be executed thereby. 
(See column 18, lines 57-67; column 48, lines 14-19; and column 52, lines 44-56). 

In the rejection, the start up program (applet) executed by the client when a user 
requests the execution of an application and the app manager executed by the server are both 
referenced as corresponding to the claimed execution checking unit. However, the execution 
checking unit is recited as being operable to determine whether an application is to be executed 
based on message data. Further, the message data is recited as being extracted from analysis 
result data, which is generated based on instruction data transmitted from a server. In other 
words, the execution checking unit makes a determination whether the application is to be 
executed based on the message data which is indirectly based on the instruction data from the 
server. On the other hand, Gish fails to disclose or suggest that the start up program is in any 
way indirectly based on data transmitted from the server. Instead, it appears that the start up 
program is executed by the client prior to contacting the server, since the start up program 
transmits the user name and password to the server in order for the server to authorize the client 
and then transmit the appropriate front end program back to the client. Further, the app manager 
makes the program selections based on the information transmitted from the client and is itself 
located on the server. As a result, Gish fails to disclose or suggest the present invention as 
recited in claim 1. 

Further, Abdelnur is relied upon in the Office Action as disclosing digital signature data. 
However, it is apparent that Abdelnur fails to disclose or suggest the above-discussed feature of 
claim 1 . 

As for claim 12, it is patentable over Gish and Abdelnur for reasons similar to those 
discussed above in support of claim 1. That is, claim 12 recites, in part, an execution checking 
operation of determining whether an application is to be executed based on message data 
extracted in an operation controlling operation, wherein when a user enters an answer as to 
whether to execute the application based on a display message displayed in a display operation, 
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the execution checking operation determines whether the application is to be executed, which 
feature is not disclosed or suggested by the references. 

Because of the above-mentioned distinctions, it is believed clear that claims 1-6, 10-17 
and 21-24 are allowable over the references relied upon in the rejections. Furthermore, it is 
submitted that the distinctions are such that a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention would not have been motivated to make any combination of the references of record in 
such a manner as to result in, or otherwise render obvious, the present invention as recited in 
claims 1-6, 10-17 and 21-24. Therefore, it is submitted that claims 1-6, 10-17 and 21-24 are 
clearly allowable over the prior art of record. 

In view of the above amendments and remarks, it is submitted that the present application 
is now in condition for allowance. The Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned by 
telephone if it is felt that there are issues remaining which must be resolved before allowance of 
the application. 



DMO/jmj 

Washington, D.C. 20006-1021 
Telephone (202) 721-8200 
Facsimile (202) 721-8250 
November 28, 2005 



Respectfully submitted, 



Masashige MIZUYAMA et al. 



By: 
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Application No. : 02 1 023 1 7 A 


Apphcant:Matsushita Electric Industrial Co., Ltd. 


Application Date: January 18, 2002 


Agent: 


Iitle: INFORMATION TERMINAL DEVICE AND PROGRAM EXECUTED THEREON 



NOTICE ON OFFICE ACTION 

1. S According to the Request for Substantive Examination raised by the applicant and based on the 

provision of Item 1, Article 35 of the Patent Law, the Examiner has proceeded with the Examination 
as to Substance on the above mentioned application for patent for invention. 
□ According to Item 2, Article 35 of the Chinese Patent Law, the Patent Office has decided to examine 
the above application for patent for invention. 

2. £3 The applicant has requested that the filling date of 

Jm 19, 2QQ1 at the IE Patent Office as the priority date, 
fen 25. 2001 at the JE Patent Office as the priority date, 

at the Patent Office as the priority date, 

at the Patent Office as the priority date, 

{3 The applicant has already submitted the copy of the first filed prior application document 

certified by the receiving office of the country where the application was originally filed. 
O The applicant has not submitted the copy of the first filed prior application document certified by 
the receiving office of the country where the application was originally filed. It is deemed not 
having claimed priority according to the provision stipulated in Article 30 of the Patent Law. 
O This application is a PCT application. 

3. □ The applicant submitted on and the amendment documents. 

On examination , among them, 

the submitted on can not be accepted. 

the submitted on can not be accepted. 

Because the above amendment 

□ does not conform with the provisions of Article 33 of the Chinese Patent Law, 

□ does not conform with the provisions of Rule 51 of the Implementing Regulations of the Chinese 
Patent Law, 

Refer to the text of the Notice for the specific reasons why the amendment cannot be accepted 
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( ) 



( ) 



The examination has been proceeded on the original application documents. 
□ The examination is directed at the following application documents: 

Claim __,page of the specification, page of the drawing of the original application 



documents submitted on the date of filing. 

Claim , page of the specification, page 

Claim ,page of the specification, page 

Claim , page of the specification, page 



of the drawing submitted on 
of the drawing submitted on 
of the drawing submitted on 



Abstract of the specification submitted on , the drawing of the Abstract submitted on 

□ This Notice is made under the condition of no search having been conducted. 
13 This Notice is made under the condition of search having been conducted. 

m This Notice has cited the below comparison documents (the number of which shall continue to 



No. 


Title of Document 


Date of Publication (or the filing date of the 
conflicting Application) 


1 


CN1196521A 


1998-10-21 


2 


CN1132451A 


1996-10-2 


3 
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The conclusive opinion drawn from the examination: 
Q As regards the Specification: 

□ The contents of the application fall under the scope stipulated by Article 5 of the Patent Law for 
which no patent right shall be granted. 

□ The specification does not conform with the provision of Item 3, Article 26 of the Patent Law. 

□ The drafting of the specification does not conform with the provision of Rule 18 of the 
Implementing Regulations. 

E*I1As regards the Claims: 

□ Claim does not possess the novelty as stipulated in Item 2, Article 22 of the Patent Law 

&3 Claim 1 does not possess the inventiveness as stipulated in Item 3, Article 22 of the Patent Law. 
U Claim does not possess the practical applicability as stipulated in Item 4, Article 22 of the 

Patent Law. 

El Claim IL22 falls under the scope of Article 25 of the Patent Law where no patent right is to be 
granted. 

□ Claim does not conform with the provision of Item 4, Article 26 of the Patent Law. 

□ Claim does not conform with the provision of Item I, Article 3 1 of the Patent Law. 

□ Claim does not conform with the definition of invention as stipulated in Item 1, Article 2 

of the Implementing Regulations of the Patent Law. 

□ Claim does not conform with the provision of Item I, Rule 13 of the Implementing ~" 

Regulations of the Patent Law. 

S Claim 2 does not conform with the provisions of Rules 20 of the Implementing Regulations. 

□ Claim does not conform with the provisions of Rules 21 of the Implementing Regulations. 

□ Claim does not conform with the provisions of Rules 22 of the Implementing Regulations. 

□ Claim does not conform with the provisions of Rules 23 of the Implementing Regulations. 



( ) ' C) * 

Refer to the text of this Notice for the specific analyses of the conclusive opinion. 

7. Based on the above conclusive opinion, the Examiner deems that: 

□ The applicant shall amend the application documents in accordance with the requirements raised in 
the text of the Notice. 

^ The applicant shall discuss in his observations reasons why this application for patent can be granted 
a patent right, and amend the portions indicated in the text of the Notice which have been deemed as 
not conforming with the provisions, or no patent right shall be granted. 

□ There are no substantive contents in the application for patent that can be granted a patent right If the 
applicant does not present reasons or the reasons presented are not sufficient, the application shall be 
rejected. 

8. The applicant is asked to note the following items: 

(1) According to the provision of Article 37 of the Patent Law, the applicant shall submit his 
observations within four months from the receipt of this Notice. Where, without justified reasons, 
the applicant does not respond at the expiration of said date, the application shall be deemed to have 
been withdrawn 

(2) The applicant shall amend his application according to Article 33 of the Patent Law. The amended 
documents shall be in duplicate, and the form, in conformity with the relevant provisions in the 
Examination Guide. 

(3) The applicant and/or his agent can not, without first making an appointment, go to the Patent Office 
to have an interview with the Examiner. 

(4) The observations and/or the amended documents shall be mailed or delivered to Department of 
Receipt, the Patent Office of the State Intellectual Property Office. No documents shall possess 
legal effects if not mailed or delivered to Department of Receipt. 

9. The text portion of this Notice totals 2 page(s), and includes the following attachment(s). 
g duplicate copy(ies) of cited comparison documents), altogether 2 copy(ies) 2 pages. 

Examination Department: Examiner(Seal): 

2201 2001.7 
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